The acquisition of a substantial number of items from another library was not unusual for Sloane. One might compare these acquisitions with the 330 books from the library of Joseph Fenton bought mostly in 1686; or, later in Sloane's career, with the 150 from the sale of Jean-Baptiste Colbert's library in 1728, and the twenty-nine from the library of Jean-Baptiste Poirier de la Ramée, part of which was sold at London in 1727.
9 However, Sloane was not an omnivorous collector at this relatively early stage in his collecting career, as can be seen from his habit of marking auction catalogues, indicating a selec tive approach rather than wholesale purchase. The notices cited above may have been influenced by Sloane's later acquisition of whole collections, primarily of natural his tory specimens, whether by legacy (Courten), or purchase (Petiver and Kaempfer). Sloane may also have acquired substantial parts of other libraries by private treaty. The manner of his acquisitions deserves further research, and would certainly be clarified by extensive examination of both his sale catalogues and his correspondence in tandem. In the case of Rugeley's library, Sloane's acquisitions are shown from his marks in the sale catalogue to be quite selective, and the story of how material passed from Rugeley's library into Sloane's illustrates some of the com plexities, the joys, and the frustrations attending the study of provenance.
The recipe for an eye-ointment apparently to be found amongst Rugeley's books was clearly an important issue for Sloane, and formed the subject of one of his rare published works, An Account of a Most Efficacious Medicine for Soreness, Weakness and several other Distempers of the Eyes (London: Printed for Dan. Browne, at the Black-Swan, without Temple Bar, 1745). Published after Sloane's effective retirement from medical practice, this pamphlet was reprinted in 1750 and 1767, and also published at Amsterdam in French in 1767. It gives the composition of his remedy, and an account of its provenance. Sloane had been impressed by cures for eye disease effected by Rugeley, and had tried without success to find how his remedy was made, through the agency of an apothecary used by himself and Rugeley. After Rugeley's death Sloane 'pursued [his] Enquiry, by searching into his printed books, and manuscript papers, and particularly into a very curious Materia Medica left by him', but still without success. He says that he finally acquired the recipe, written in Rugeley's own hand, from a former employee of Rugeley, 'for a pecuniary reward'. He recounts finding the same recipe in the papers of the famous Sir Theodore Turquet de Mayerne (1573-1655), physician to James I and Charles I, and thought it probable that Mayerne had passed it to Thomas Rugeley, Luke's father. The Materia medica mentioned may be one of the manuscripts which appeared in the Appendix to the sale catalogue of Rugeley's library, but unfortunately the descriptions given there are very imprecise. 10 It may alternatively be the copy of Matthaeus Silvaticus, Pandectae medicinae (Lyon: Iacobus Giunta, 1541), which contains many annotations. Sloane does not mention buying the whole, or indeed any, of Rugeley's library, merely 'searching into' both books and manuscripts, and there is no indication of whether the 'search' took place before or after the dispersal of the library.
Luke 13 A 'Dr Ridgely' was also among the 'chemically given' physicians, named by George Starkey in 1657, who had repudiated Galenic medicine, although this may refer to Luke, who shared the same chemical outlook.
14 Thomas Ridgley died in London on 21 June 1656 and was conveyed in a procession of college fellows, by candlelight, to the church of St Botolph's, Aldersgate, where he was interred. It was an honour that not even Mayerne had enjoyed. According to his will, his money was to be divided into five equal parts, three fifths going to his eldest son, Thomas, and two fifths to his second son, Luke, who was also to receive 'all my books' and household goods. , and octavo (7 lots), together with the paintings and prints. Rugeley's library is a general scholarly, professional and gentlemanly collection with a particular emphasis, as we should expect, on medicine, alchemy and natural philosophy, and strong representation of material in certain European vernaculars. It is perhaps not very different from Sloane's own library at this time, yet the two libraries are distinguishable notably by Sloane's early and continuing emphasis on botany and zoology, whereas Rugeley owned a substantial number of books of divinity, an area which, although not absent from Sloane's library, seems not to have been a major collecting interest, particularly at this period.
Sloane marked a significant number of items in his copy of the catalogue employing a variety of different marks. 20 He uses a simple dash, a cross (possibly a dash with a second vertical line), and a dash with an oval, somewhat like a Greek letter theta, but written in two separate movements, which may indicate a dash, later amended with an oval, or possibly a zero, or could be a single symbol. Prices are marked on a number of items, the great majority of which are also marked with a dash with vertical line, or cross. It seems most likely that the marks were made in sequence: a dash marking an item which might be of interest, amended with a vertical line to indicate that it was worth bidding for, and a price if he succeeded in acquiring it, marked with an oval/zero if he did not succeed in purchasing the item, or left unamended if it was not to be bid for. 21 Thus, far from Sloane intending to acquire the entire library, he in fact marked only a selection of items for potential or actual purchase, and these focus particularly on medicine, especially chemical medicine, and alchemy. One must make allowance for the occasional aberrant mark, but of the 2,378 lots of printed books in the Catalogue, approximately 213 are marked, showing that Sloane had some interest in them. 22 Sloane shows interest in books on geography, biography, philology, and the works of Postellus (Guillaume Postel, the French linguist, reformer, and cabbalist) and Boehme (Jakob Böhme, the German mystic), 23 but the great majority of the items marked are on medicine, botany and chemistry, and all the priced books are on these three subjects. In the Appendix Sloane has marked some portraits of scientists and other prints, and several manuscripts, 24 but no items in the Appendix are priced, even though some of the manuscripts were indeed acquired. The two parts of the catalogue seem to have been marked differently, the dashes against manuscripts in the Appendix, for example, being much more emphatic than those against books in the main catalogue, and Sloane's interest in Rugeley's books seems to have been exhausted by his selection from the main catalogue.
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The natural starting-point for the identification of what Sloane actually acquired at this auction is an examination of the lots marked with a price. Inevitably, as in many book sale catalogues of the period, identification of the works and editions listed is hampered by occasional uncertainties and ambiguities due to the typesetter's attempts at non-English titles. In addition, the prices are sometimes marked quite roughly, and may occasionally be next to the wrong book. Examination of the items marked with prices nevertheless brings into focus a number of acquisitions which can be traced in Sloane's own library catalogues.
These catalogues take the form of manuscript accession registers, supplemented by an interleaved and annotated copy of G. A. Mercklin's 1686 edition of J. A. van der Linden's medical bibliography, Lindenius renovatus, which was used to record medical books in Latin. 26 (It is hereafter referred to as 'Lindenius'.) Most of Sloane's acquisitions from Rugeley's library appear in Sloane MS 3972C, the eight volumes of which comprise the catalogue of his library, starting in 1692 and continuing to record accessions up to his death in 1753. Sloane MS 3972D is a two-volume index to the catalogue. Sloane normally marked his books with a letter and a number, the letter indicating size and the number a running sequence, which between them appear to have made up a shelf-number. Upper-case letters were used for folio and some quarto works, and lower-case for quarto, octavo, or duodecimo. These marks are referred to here as Sloane alphanumerics. 27 Sloane's practice in cataloguing new acquisitions seems to have been to group works by size and enter them in the register in batches. This assumption certainly works for his Rugeley books, though there is not such a close grouping of books acquired by Sloane from, for example, the experimental philosopher Robert Hooke's library, 28 and even in the sequence of Sloane alphanumerics used for the books from Rugeley's library there are interspersed a few titles from other sources. The majority of Rugeley's books
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25 In the Rugeley sale catalogue, Sloane has marked about 213 items, as follows (a few of the marks are ambiguous). The number of items marked: with a dash only is thirty-five; with a dash/vertical line, or cross is 118, of which forty-four also have a price; with a dash/oval is fifty-nine; with price only is one. In the Appendix, the number of: dashes for books is five; dashes on Postellus manuscripts is nine; on other manuscripts is sixteen; dash/vertical with double vertical on manuscripts is eight; dash/vertical is one. On paintings and prints there are ten dashes (four are portraits of physicians, one is of the Duke of Albemarle). 26 . 194r-195r (pp. 190-191) .
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About thirty of the items Sloane has marked with the sale price are listed in these two groups. Sloane's coded purchase date of 1696 appears on seven of them. The majority of the books in these two groups were published in Germany, in the German language, on various aspects of chemical medicine.
Sloane clearly had particular interests when selecting items from Rugeley's catalogue. The focus on German medical, chemical and alchemical material is very evident, but his interest in these books would have been intensified by the fact that almost half of them bear manuscript notes. 31 As noted above, Sloane had 'searched into' Rugeley's books and manuscripts, either before or after selecting and purchasing from them. The search for the marvellous eyeointment may indeed have been the impetus behind Sloane's purchases, since the annotations include many remedies, and Sloane may have hoped to find the composition of the ointment here. If so, he was to be disappointed, though he would certainly have found the content professionally relevant, and it would be complementary to other printed and manuscript material in his library.
The nature and the source of this heavily annotated collection is of some interest even now, representing as it does part of a library which has survived successive mergers of collections. The sales from Rugeley's library are not the only evidence for its content, as the process of searching for Sloane's books in the older areas of the British Library collections which include chemistry, alchemy and medicine has revealed several more books annotated in this same distinctive hand, with both extensive notes and minor jottings. In all, over fifty items can now be associated with this collection, by virtue of entry in the sale catalogue or by the presence of manuscript notes in this hand, many of which were certainly in Sloane's library, and the remainder very probably so (see appendix 2 below). The majority are listed in Rugeley's sale catalogue, but others are not; some bear Sloane's acquisition dates of 1696, but two, for example, bear the date 1686, and two 1698. arrive in Sloane's library, the majority coming through Rugeley's sale, others having been on the book market at other times. The annotator remains unidentified at present. The present article is therefore restricted to an examination of Sloane's approach to this collection, and outlines his attempts to identify the author of these notes. It is hoped that future research will reveal his identity, and in due course a fuller description of the material will be justified. 33 Meanwhile, a sample page of these annotations is illustrated here as fig. 2 .
As a collector, Sloane was not averse to acquiring annotated copies; indeed, he may have sought them out if the notes were significant or written by someone of his acquaintance. Many such books were catalogued by Sloane as manuscripts rather than printed items. 34 Although he often knew who had written the notes, in this case he seems to have been uncertain, but did make attempts to identify the writer. 35 In his annotated copy (mentioned above) of Matthaeus Silvaticus, Pandectae Medicinae, 36 Sloane's note, 'Silvatici pandectae medicinae cum notis MSS forte Dni. Rugely patris Lucae Rugely M D.', indicates that he suspected they were probably by Thomas Rugeley himself. However, his copy of Hieronymus Braunschweig, New Vollkomen Distillierbuch (Frankfurt: Christian Egenolffs Erben, 1597), attempted an identification, simply noting 'Reinecceri the saurus cum notis msstis'. 39 None of the identifications above appears to be correct, but they are worth examining in some detail as examples of Sloane's working practices. Although Luke Rugeley himself might be seen as a possible candidate, neither Sloane nor any of his amanuenses suggest him, and no manuscripts or correspondence of Luke Rugeley have yet been found to compare with the annotations in his books. One might assume that Sloane would have been familiar with the hand of his contemporary and fellow physician and could have made the identification, had it been correct.
What of the other attributions? First, Thomas Rugeley. Two books with his signature are held by the library of the Royal College of Physicians. A copy of Ptolemy, Megale syntaxis (Basel: Iohannes Walderus, 1538) is inscribed 'Thomas Rugeley' in an elegant italic hand, and has a few pencil manuscript notes in a small, clear hand. Simon Stevin, Hypomnemata mathematica (Leiden: Jan Paets, 1608), is inscribed 'Thomas Ridgley', recognisably in the same hand as on the Ptolemy, but has no other manuscript notes. But the hand in these books is not at all like that in fig. 2 , which does not in any case look like the hand of a person born in 1576. Secondly, there is the ascription to Mayerne. At first glance this seems a more likely identification, given Mayerne's European connections and his interest in chemical medicine. Sloane owned many of Mayerne's manuscripts, and they feature headings and comments in red ink, with the text mostly in black ink, as do the annotated works. However, these similarities are not great enough to convince that the annotations are in Mayerne's hand. Indeed, the reference in BL 1165.c.9. to a remedy of Mayerne's passed to the annotator by Samuel Stringer rather rules out identification of Mayerne as the annotator.
Thirdly, there is Jonathan Goddard (1617-1675), physician, chemist and anatomist, Gresham Professor of Physic, and a founder Fellow of the Royal Society. The British Library catalogue attributes manuscript notes to Goddard in BL 1033.l.10, 1174.b.7 (formerly Sloane MS 1054), Sloane MS 1139 and Sloane MS 1159. The hand in 1033.l.10, 1174.b.7 and Sloane MS 1159 is certainly that of the 'Rugeley' books. 40 That in Sloane MS 1139 is a little more doubtful, being a looser, more hurried hand, but in parts very similar.
Goddard certainly had a library, and had apparently intended to bequeath it to the Royal Society, but he died intestate, of apoplexy, on the way home after a dinner on 24 March 1675, and 'his curious library of books, well and richly bound', with an iron chest containing 1,000 guineas and 300 broad pieces, passed to his sister's son, then a scholar at Gonville and Caius College, Cambridge. 41 It seems that John Richards, who also became a physi cian, duly inherited his uncle's library, and that it was sold after his death, probably in 1698, to benefit his children. There does not seem to have been a printed catalogue of the sale. 42 However, the attribution to Goddard is shaky. Sloane 45 though 1033.l.10 is simply described as being 'cum notis msstis'. 46 Sloane therefore appears to have been uncertain about the authorship of the manuscript notes, but subsequent cataloguers have assumed his tentative identification was certain. The identification of the annotator with Goddard is uncertain for a number of further reasons. There is Sloane's own doubt over the identification; the connection with Europe and the Netherlands in particular is characteristic of the annotations, but lacking in Goddard's biography; there is a specific reference to 'my wife . . . miscarrying', 47 whereas Goddard was unmarried; and there is no evident provenance trail to Rugeley. Additionally, the Royal Society holds manuscript copies of papers presented at meetings, including two by Goddard. Such papers are often holograph, but these papers are not in the hand of the annotated books ( fig. 3 ). Goddard's tenure as Warden of Merton College, Oxford, seems to have left no holograph evidence. 48 Thus we see that Sloane clearly took considerable interest in the library of Luke Rugeley, marking the sale catalogue with a selection of potential purchases, probably attending the sale himself, and acquiring about a fifth of those volumes in which he had interest. A high proportion of his purchases had manuscript notes, of whose authorship he was uncertain, but he nevertheless made some suggestions. This uncertainty was still troubling Thomas Stack when he undertook his overhaul of the library in the 1730s, at which stage he often added bibliographical and biographical information to the documentation of the collection. The reason for Sloane's interest in Rugeley's library may have been professional rivalry, and one which lingered, since the story of the eye remedy is recounted in such detail some forty-five years after Rugeley's death. Sloane's interest in chemical and alchemical literature continued: even in the 1740s he was still acquiring both contemporary and older material of this nature. It is not surprising that a few more books heavily annotated in the same hand which do not appear in Rugeley's catalogue (see appendix 4 below) should have reached him, and suggests also a continuing interest in the content of these annotations. The study of provenance regularly uncovers vestiges of other bodies of mat erial owned by former and often unidentified collectors and practitioners, and the traces of earlier transactions leading to these collections. In this case the vestiges are those of a collection built up and annotated in the middle of the seventeenth century, for the most part merged into the library auctioned in 1696, and strongly representative of a particular strand of seventeenth-century medicine, namely chemical medicine. Sloane's acquisitions offer us physical evidence of a London-based practice in chemical medicine, evidence which, despite the continuing uncertainty of its source, Sloane clearly valued, and incorporated into his own body of knowledge. Just as importantly, though, the story illustrates Sloane's ambitions and methods as a collector at a period when he was personally involved in the expansion and enhancement of his library. The particular search for the source of a remedy for eye disease, a field in which he was later renowned, shows him searching for books and manuscripts as knowledge, and not merely as bibliographical trophies. The reputation for omnivorous collecting which Sloane acquired later in life is not evident here; rather, he made a quite distinctive selection with a focus on German chemical and alchemical works-drawing on the particular strengths of Rugeley's own library. 
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APPENDIX 1 BOOKS FROM RUGELEY'S LIBRARY ACQUIRED BY SLOANE IN 1696
This 
